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C e , 'PREFACE -

f1rst in a series of reports from the Fall 1980 Freshman C_hOLt
Project. Th1s report analyzes the demoqraphlc, educatlonal and

of New York The comparatlve perspective employed by the authors '
is especially VYaluable in helping 25 to understand the B
differences and similarities betweén senlor college and C(mmunlty&

coilege students, between those enrolled in regular prggrams and

those in the special (SEEK 'and Collége Discovery) -programs, and

beEween the CUNY freshmen and thelr national counterparts. BN

2

Graduate School; or1q1nated the progect and now: co-dlrects It

with James Murtha, Director of Analytical Studies in the s

Unxverslty s effIce of Enstxtutxonal Research and Analysxs._
\ -
a separate budget allocation for research .on the 'SEEK program.
. e A

: S n ' ~Barry Kaufmah - a
) o University Dean -
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At the' end of the 1960s; the City University of New York shifted

"from an institution recognized as one of the—most selective in:

American public higher education to one that implemented the
nation's.most far-reaching open access policy: While all of New
York's major social groups benefited from the new policy, this

. shift brought about significant changes in the racial; ethnic;.
and socioeconomic composition of its student body. Thef '
proportion of Blacks and other minorities shot up dramatically as
a 'result of opéen admissions:  So too did the proportions-of

low-in&ome students and of youth with weak -educational

backgrounds. - _ _ o )

the University has entered the (1980s. The changes wrought by the

‘open admissions policy are.still in evidence a decade later.

Relative to a national ygrdstick CUNY entrants are economidmily

‘poorer, .more likely to b® of minority origins, older; and are

‘more likely to feel that they 'will need extra help (remediation)

.access but also
. [ ]

in basic skills areas. And compared.to the regular CUNY
students; those who come to the University under its ispecial )
SEEK and College Dikcovery programs aré espécially -impoverished
and have come more often fromufigh school tracks where they
faliled to receive opportunities to take basic college preparatory

work:. In this 1ight the remeédial task facing the University and .

especially the SEEK component appears critical inasmuch as CUNY's

\ducational outcome. . o ¢

; effort to broa&eggéducationalopportunity has embraced not only

Both in terms of its spéeiai §E§§§§f§f§§§;féf”§§B§§éﬁtiai nro-
portions of regular admits; it appears that CUNY ‘has a virtual

monopoly on_the ecoriomically disadvantaged segment of New York
City's population--_a monopoly quite consistent with the -

University'!s hisStoric mission. 'Nonetheless; one should«not lose

sight of the diversity in the student body attracted to CUNY.

The ‘University hasg ccntinued to attract very substantial

proportions of able students. For example, two-thirds of all

regular admissions students entering CUNY senior colleges
compiled high school.averages of 80 or higher, and almost 20 =
percent come from more economically secure backgrounds. How CUNY

- can simultaneously attract and well serve botn the educationally

and economically secure student and thé oné who enters college
carrying heavy economic and educational burdens is a task.that
- the University will continue to face as it moves through the
1980s in a climate of fiscal scarcity. & ’
: : .L o S x - . .
v = - 7 'E’

- o’b ’ /V‘ L]

\ . " ’§ = . ’
. 9 - - - . ’
° o v 9 .
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INTRODUCTION

-~ 3

~
g

During the 1975-76 financial ‘crisis of Néﬁ Yéfkvéit§;

’1mportant changes otcurred at the Clty Unlverslty of New York

(CUNY) There were modlflcataons .in the Unlverslty s academlc

rates also increased: * The reasons for.this increase are not
clear. The imposition of tuition, more stringent standards
governing academic progress,; an§°6hangés,in the composition of

" entering freshmén classes are illustrative of thé factors that,

singiy of in combination, may be affecting retention at thé
65ivergity. fhis rise. in dropout rates has been a matter of
concern within thélﬁniver51ty. One reason is that high rates
threaten to undercut CUNY's aim of providing educational

7 opportunlty 1n a way that embraces both access and outcome.

~

Adding to the concern is that incteases in- dropout have co1nc1ded .

-

- with a 5éfi68 of decllnxng enroilment In. 1979 the Un:verslty s

,Trustees noted that "it is clear that 'the retent:on of .current

¢ A}

- and progpective enrollees must become ‘a major focus of attention

durlng the comlng decade. (folce 8f the Chancellor,v1979$;

I
v

“

- . . |
. » . N
r

In response to the Un1vers1ty s-concern, é‘iongitﬁéinai,

'study of the fall 1980 freshmen was 1n1t1ated &hé:gtuéy-haé*a'

P

’

numbec of purpo One 1s to con51der appllcants to CUNY,

',v\

seeklng to 1dent1fy the characterlstlcs dlstlngulshlng those who




p -, <
K h

enroll in éuﬁi from those who enroll else where and from those who
do not enroL} in any postsecondary 1nst1tut10n. &ﬁé élﬂ‘ls to

-1dent1fy types of students whose llkellhood of eprollment in CUNY
mlght increase as a re:ult of‘pre adm1ss10n counsellng and
advising (for example, low—income students who percéivé. .

. . N

'tﬁemselves as financially unable

dropout and retention as the 1980 freshmen move through thelr

‘. .

college careers. Broadly specking, drOpoqt rates are affected by_

three factors: (1) students' social origins, edﬁéétioﬁ&l

Baékéroﬁﬁds; and featurec of tﬁéir current tife situations. (for
-exemﬁle?”tﬁeir emploYﬁeﬁt;status)- (2) the qualxty of academrc
berformanée'ln:eollege- (3) characterlsttcs of the coliege )
envlronment.i _ | o ' o

° - -

 This report is concerned with the first set of féetOrs. It
bresénts a profile of the sociéiréndiéducétiohél Sackérdunds,
aspirations, and life situétions‘%flthé fall 1980 freshman '
-cohort, paying particular attention to compérlsOns between
roqoiar'and special admissions (SEEK and College D1scovery)
studonts in the senlor a;d communlty colleges of CUNY S

A massrve body of socIal science research documents—the

. el

,st§0ng effects of socral orxgrns and educational background’upon

”nts' educatlona7 attainment (see; for example, Featherman

flauser, 19787 Jencks, et. al., 1979). Though ambitious

/" s



opportunity programs such-as the CUNY open-admissions policy help

to broadeén the pool of college-educated men and women from
disadVahtaéed Backéfounés; social origins impose- constraints:
students from more advantaged backgropnés have higher
probabiiitiés of collegiate success. \Ehus, in fbiigwing the - -

. A S o
académic caréers of an enterlng class as we are doing for the

1980 freshmen, it is obv1ously 1mportant to begin by cons1der1ng
the personal histories which they bring with‘them; These R
hisroriesrconstitute thezzaw‘ﬁateriai that enters CUNY each yéaf
and thusidefiae to an im@oriant:degree the educational rask faced

’ by the Un1vers1ty in 1ts efforts to translate educational

opportunlty into successful_academlc outcomes. The data
. 7 - .

préséﬁtéd iﬁ~this'ré§6r£ provide Eﬁé Easé;fcr a sﬁcééédiﬁé réﬁérﬁ

are rélated to academic achievemeht, retentlon and dropout. .

DESIGN OF THE STUDY AND NATURE OF THE DATA

" This longitudinal study will follow the academic careers of
the ‘fall 1980 freshmen' over a périod of six years, ‘aiming to

identify the determlnants of academlc outcbmes. The poinf.of

‘departure for the- progect 1s a’ detalled soc1al background survey
malled in suimmer 1980 to 52 366- students whc had applied to- CUNY

as first-time freshmen (A copy oﬁ:the questxonna:re,xs presented_

in Appendix #:) , The survey requested a wide range of 1nfor?at10n -

Py \

. abcaf'sfadéﬁisi;scc1a1 orxglns, f1nanc1al resources, employmentl

. \ ]
itudes and,asplratxcns:< The .number

N

situations and educational at

v
&



si\.' »‘:'.:4;:
. ) i

ngresppsaents to the survey questionnaire was 15;?55. Of these,

‘j1;62§25ubséquently enrolled in CUNY. This sample répfégénts

about 36 péxceht of the_total fréshméh ci?éé of 31,890.

-
«

(/ : - ‘e
; . =

A-second type of data used in this report are high échobi
.. . . S L ) _ & _ B N
background records. This information, collected by the
tniversity's centralized admissions office for'ﬁhé'§2—§é€ - .

freshman appllcantQ, contains data on nuperous: varlables

1nc1ud1ng: (i5 college admlssions average, a measure, of the-

to be roliege preparatory in nature (e g., English, mathematics,

=

IR
science, etc:); (2) rank in high school graduatlng class; (3) - the

CUNY administers to entering fréshmen unlver51ty-w1de tests in
mafhehafidsﬁ reading and writing. Our filés contain thé raw

scores for 4achtest and indicate’whethet the studént passed oY .

failed each:’

-

A fourth data source for this report is the registration
file assembled for the freshman population by the University's

‘Office of Institutional Research and Analysis from information

transmitted to it by.eaéh of the CUNY colleges. This file

{ . ; : ’ S

! S 1

XN
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1

-~ . . - B 0 \_ “
indicates the level of en \rollment in CUNY (senlor or community

college),; and status ‘as a;épec1al ‘program or regular-admtssxons

stident.

>

. The registration data, high school transcript informations
éiills assessment test scores a'd éociaitbacquouﬁd survey have

been combined so that the record- f ea cﬂ enrollee who responded

.

to the survey also contains information On hlgh éChOOI
performance and regf§tratioh in, CUNY. This merged flle 1s used
fo describe and compare the characterlstlcs of reguLar and

special adm1551ogs/students in the senibr ahd community colieéeé
. d 5 j * - : :
Though the sample- of 11 625 students is a large one, it is

bclnq used to generaixze to :the 1980 cohort populatlon of 3&‘8&0 ¢

f
casee, and it 1s necessary to detefmlne whethet the sample is

repres entatlve by comparan i%”w1§h the p3§ﬁiatioﬁ; using

méaéures;common to both.f The details of this qomparlson are

*

prégéﬁted iﬁ.ﬁppéndix B. . Overall, the ﬁatténn i5 dlear. The

-

roqular—adm1551onq students' in the senlor coiieges, the sampie
conta1nq a qryater proportlon of moré-able students than the
poﬁrlat;on. In all cases, however,'the sample-populatlon
differences aré«smaii;‘ In short;,the comparisons indicate that

the sample provides a good representation of the population.

IN



SOCIAL ORIGENS
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%n presenting a background profile of the 1980 cohort, we

shaii examipe several factoré that are generally considered-

important in affecting students' academic careors. These include
ecoromic: status, ethnicity,. gendér, age, and marital status: .

i

Economic baaﬁgfaaﬁa* . T

4

0 ‘ .

. 1ncome, the most 31rect indicator of economic ététus; Overall,
CUNY students in the 1980s continue to be a low-income group;’
,Eabié 1 ghows tnat;aﬁoﬁg iéaﬁiér—éamissiong studénts, abouf a

N ' x

in the community colleges come from families with dincomes of less
than $1o0, 000 Broadly speaking, these constitute the proportions
eligible for full grants under New York State's Tuition

A551stance‘Program (TAP) .

4




\\/fELE 1 ¢
1 S . )
' ' "<FAMTLY INCOME BY .TYPE OF , . ) .

. ;o ABMISSlQN' CUNY AND NATIBNAL DATA

9

Senior Colleges Community Colleges National

SBSS  National, ' Community Colle ¥
* Income Regular SEEK 4 Yr Data ~‘§ggnlar . €.D: 2 Yr Data: |
Less than $4000  10% 3oz - 3% - 200 ™ 328 5%
$4000-$9999 22 * 55 9. " 33 56 13
$10000-15999 25 13 . 22 11
T 51 14 45 39° 12 49
$16000-24999 26 o1 17 1 , :
= $25000 or more ‘ 18 0 ’ 43 - 7 1 33
K at . o - Sy o .
. n (8075) (1406) - ;. (6464) (680) -
— AY _ _ _ ) -
Source: Sample data > o
‘ Source for the national data' Alexander W Astin, Margo R.\King, and
’ Gerald T. Richardson, The American- Freshman: .National Norms for Fall 1980!
T, Cooperative Institutic .al Research program, U.C.L.A. and American\Council on
Education: Los Angeles, 1980 - .

I

) s - . A
bThese numbers are the maximun posgiibie bases for all subsequent tables
presenting sample data. The actual basis for any specific table may be
" slightly reduced by the missing values of the variable in question. ’ P
“These income intervals are combined for national ddta so as to match the
CUNY datj. : . :
: ) D)
dnata.are for public colleges. Four-year schools are those classified as

of medium eeie&tivity.

L3

) K2

Thé generally low-income character of CBNY regé1ai:
admissions freshmen is highlichtad by a comparison with national
éaga. wﬁéré.aimogt E_thif&ﬂof CUNY's senior=college regular- \
'adh1551ons studentq~éndgmoré than half in community collééés wéré
;elow $10 000, this was true foﬁ lee; than 20 percent of two- and

L4

.four-year publlc college students nationwide, At the uppér end,




<
18 percent ‘of the ééﬁiaffaaiiégé stﬁaénts .are from families with o~

‘.,~ -~

incomes over $25,000, compared with a‘national figure of 43
Rércent.. ’(- o : C , e
Per

D :

Not unexpectedly, large proportions of special-program » .
7 7 ) ) N B ' - O X o 7 . B 7”77-”77 B .~77777 v’yfoﬁ . N .
students come from impoverished homes: - Almost a’third of e

_ students 1n the SEEK ‘and College D1scovery programs were from.,

familles below th\&$4 ,000 level and more than 85 percent reported

incomes of ‘less than $107000 Though CUNY s regular students axe

a -

" a low—1ncome group, the econom1c p091tlon of . the speclal-program

students is obv1ously much worse.

. - .
‘ - :- -
o -a

P . - . . o
. . -~

3 K

‘This disparity between’ regular and spec1al students is

- ¢

furthér 1nd1cated by the proportlons _receiving publl éssisténce oo

\A.

(weifare) “As Table 2. shows, ‘in the senlor colleges 7 percent of
; regular students were from welfare famllles” compared ‘with" over
49 percent<of SEEK students. ,in ‘the two—year_lnstltutlons ClOSe

to half of. those in College D1scovery were from weifare famllles,

' compared with abouf/e flfth of_regularfstudents. ,;;? ' T ,)
- T i ) ' = B . ) - ;"
\ . . ° ) . ‘5.- . L ‘ .
" - j; S x;
i ¢
.
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.. TABLE 2
, 'PERCENTAGES or(\ REGULAR: AND® SPECIAL PROGRAN' R .
* ' STUDENTS RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE (WELFARE) . SR
. B - Q . .. ' T
: 3 . | - _ - S
e —Senior Colleges - . .. Community Colleges S i
p Regular = EEEK;'; , R_esLJ-Mﬁ .7 LD, o
7 41 ’ 18 - : ,47 - L E: g
Scurce: 'S’amble' data - : - e
« oo o [ K
‘; o ? . ° -~

These data show clearly that CUNY' s spec1al admissions programs

are meet1ng one of‘the cr1t1cal aims for which they were

- \5

¢: -ablished: to prov1de access to COllege for stuaénts fgém

- .
- R

poverty Baoﬁgrounds; Th 1s espec1ally ‘the case in the senior . .
colleqges, where"SEER students are almost s1x times more- llkely to

~ome from welfare famllles than are regular students.' o N
~o . . . . - R

R R . : ST

f\' Stipends are one of the key mechanisms b?-which~spéeiai|

prdarams attempt to make college poss1ble for poverty level

stuéents. Students receive small amounts of mone" to coyer ‘some

of the1r college expenses:?and therébyureduce the need to work f\

‘The. ratlonale is that by oompensatlng for Inoome from a- job a'““
: stlpend allows a d1sadvantaqed student more t1me to study. This f-P

N
role of spe01al programs 1s shown 1n Table 3‘which presents the
A . £ o

proportlons of reqular and spec1al students who. were workrng or

looking for work just prlor to enterlng,CUNY 1n.fa11 1980.




b

13 ’ , S
4/_ : k LT o 'TAB;E 3

R “”' . =JbB SITUATIONS OF REGﬁhAR, R R
: AND SPECIAL PROGRAM STUDENTS ‘

-4

Gommunigy Coileg¥s S

o o " Senior Colleges :
Job_Situation o Regular . SEEK _' 4§E§§£E§;d& , C*D

. . - L . .

Not Working . . 25% Lo &l T 22% ‘358
Working part-time® 68 . - 55 . 56 .. 61

‘Working full-time®, Y T S < R 4

- _

Source: Sample data o | P o Coa L

. : | 3;5@1&&55 Eﬁééé;rééérfiﬁg ﬁ@fkiﬁé'ﬁérf—tiﬁe or Iooking(for such work: &
LfBTnCiries those febbftiﬁé}&bikiﬁg full-time for 1ookipg fer such work.

Both, iﬁ ghé senior and community cqiiegesfspéeigi étuéééts-ﬁéie

/1;5 likely than regular students to be -working. - They were also _':
less 1ike1y to be wOrking fﬁii;timé; 4ﬁ6Wévér, syec1a1 pngram - i

'stlpends apparently do not ellmlnate the need for. workJ 51nce .

more than half of SEEK students and over 60 percent of those in

- -

: v ! . . ©
+* College Discovery were working part-time, " - %f

>

E’!! > 77! - ) ] . V . ) R ' ) 1“4 / '
‘ Because CUNY's speq;si proqrams are targeted to the ' ;f;‘

~ o

economxcaliy éﬁ& educatfbnaiiy dxsadvantaged it rs not
 surprising that mlnorlties are more heavily repféséﬁtéa_iﬁ them

tﬁénkéﬁong réguiér é&missiohsistu&entS‘(?a?ie a). T

\L;-'M

« g o

- - . v'4‘ : 1{;

-
LA




!

R meEs L

1 PR JEE

. ETHNIC BACKGROUND "OF REGULAR = | ) *//e

Q

. AND SPECIAL ADMISSIONS' STUDENTS®

~ ) . P N

j. _;7;77777 f?enlor C011?§??W ﬁation*i ’ Gommunity Colieges, National Loy
B Ethnicity - Regylar SEEK —Data __gular C.D. {Jj Data
funtee” % sez . 1ox . 89% '_::-’f 8 oz 86%

PES

Black® . 22 47 - 9 35 45 A
" Hispanic. 1§ 39 1. 29 . 43 B

Asian 9 4 1 A N

o 4 it :
t ) - o I . L —-

_ Source: .Sample dataa S

Those of American Indian background are excluded from the table. -
blp the CUNY_ data those classified as white are of non-hispante origin;
CFri the CUNY data those ciaséiiiéd as;Black_are df'non;hispanié origin.

| ) e . : . a0
%For source of natfional data, see Table 1. D - '

. S :‘ .

In senlor colleges Rlack and Hlspanlc students comprised more

ar

o
N

o

| than 85 percent of the 1980 SEEX freshmen compared with only 41 .

'

percent of reguiar entrants. If A51an students are 1ncluded-4

- -

then 90 percent of SEEK students are of minority drigins..

* . Because m1nor1ty students comprrse a large1 proportlon of

[
o

the communlty college student body than in the four—year

s 1nst1tutlons, ethnlc'dlfferences betwe -+ regular and specxal B
' -
o‘b - ¢ . .

' J'adm '1ons students,are not qulte so sl. » in the two-year

B

schools- 64 percent of regular students v re Black or. Hlspanxc,;
‘

compared with 88 percent in College Dlscovery. Overall, despite
\ » ) Z ) - . .
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¢ o . L

- ¢ Y RN
“the often percelved equatlon of special programs and mlJﬁilty

students, there was a wh1te presence-- about 10 percent of the

1980 entrants to these programs were whlte. . ’ p

An often overlooked aspect of cUNY'éﬁsﬁééiaifﬁrégraﬁé is

-~ .

thelr impact on the d1str1butlon of m1nor1t1es across the

-

Un1ver31ty s senlor- aﬁ& communlty-college t1ers. Although there

1s d1sagreement among-educatlonal.pollcy makers about the:roles
i s \ - f

of senior and ommunlty colleges in’ enhandlng educatlonal

opportunity, It is generally believed that four-year 1nst1tutloﬁs
providé gréa}ér long term soc1oeconom;c leverage than do -
) Lo )
‘communlty colleg es. ',Ahd at:léast in Néw York élty, minority}
educators havé viewed é;c s§ to senlor colleges as more valuabl\\
(iévin, hlbat g Sllbersteln, ‘1981, note’ 104, p. 26) -

< -

» . .

L] .
. . .

The SFEK program has,contribﬁted substantially to the\entfy

of m1nor1ty youth to the four-year colleqes, thus maklng the

Ay

dlsttlbUtIOn of mInor1t1es in CUNY's senior and community

colleges more nearly equal to that of whites than it would Béi

» .

otherwise; This 1s shown in- t3ble 5. which presents the minority °

[ o «

d1str1butlon across CUNY's two t1ers of colleges, w1th and
'w1thout the speolal program students rncluded 'Aﬁ 'index of. -

.strat1f1catlon" has been calculated (1t is the ratlo of the
‘ B 77 - . . -

percentage of Blacks and H1span1cs at¢a g1ven level of CUNY to

;thelr percentagé of thé,éntérlhg stuaentsﬂfor that yéar) ~An
L

S w

_Jndex of less than 1.00 1nd1cates m1nor1ty underrqpresentatlon

o M

' relative to their overall proportlons in the. freshman claSs,

»

t . q

-



whlle an 1ndex of above 1 1nd1cates thelr overrepr résentation.

5
R .
& P
a

The Index 1s presented for four critical points in the S | .
UnIVéféiEy s reoent history.
, : <
TABLE 5 BN i
L | _ v . !
ﬂ\k . : STRATTFICATTON OF MINORTTIFS ACROSS : .
* THE TWO LEVELS GF CUNY" FQR SELECTED YEARS
< .® “ - . . o -}
/ - -
' All Freshmen. Inc]uding Special ProgrameStudentsffwr- N
47Wﬁﬁ8enior4Collegesr ffffff - f~CommuniAy Collégéé < - All of CUNY
. ' % -7 . TIndex of % _ .Index of %
Cohort = Minority  Stratification ' Minority Stratification MinStity
& - I , ‘ | ‘
1969 sz .76 26% ©1:32 fi . 20%
1970 -~ 22 - .83 S 33 . 1.23 L ¥
1975 . 40 .92 47 - .1,08 43
1980 - 46 85 . 5 . 1.09 54 L
. . . Aggiegﬁiar»Admissioné étudenté 6niy i <
* N § ! . .
Senior Colleges Community Colleges .. A1l of CUNY
- . % - Index of % Index of 7
€ohort Minority Stratification Minority Stratifiea:ion Minority -
1969 , 4% 43 17% 1.75 10%
1970 - i1 .64 27 1.48 - 18
1975 33 v .89 42 12”0 3
1980 27 . .58 56 .21 ° 46
o i s L _
7\7 o "'7 ) o j : . N ] R , T
Source: = CUNY censuses for the years showm. : . 7
- o ) - . o 7 7 i 7 . . o ‘

nihé coiumns, "index of stratification" show the ratios of actual

- proportions to those expected i1f minority students were uniformly distributed .

across. the levels of CUNY. For example, for 1969 the' indeg of -stratification
for senior college regular-admissions students, .63, is obtained by dividing’

" the’ senior college minority percentage for.that year (4.1%) by the minority
'pcrpentage'Hm all of CUNY (9.5%). As shown in the table, all percentages are -

v

rounded. . o |
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In 1969, the last year before CUNY Iaunched its. open~admissions AN

policy, "the représéntatlon of m1nor1t1es amoug senior college.\

recular—admlsslons students wasronly 43° percent of what it would

e

- tge two ]evels of culy. However, with SEEK. students 1nc1uded i

tﬁe representatlon of mlnorltles was 76 percent of what 1t would

: have been if they had been equally distributed across CUNY's. two

t1ers. By 1975 m1nor1ty students admltted outside of speC1al

[y

§fé§fams were far more equitably dlstrlbuted in: cuﬁ& than they

had been at any previous time. Also apparent 1S'a decllne in the

role of the SFEK program in reducing the underreprésentatlon of

minorities in- -senior®colleges (since the ratio for regular

admissions m1nor1ty students is very ‘similar to the ratio when
411 students are included) . . ' . A :
But after CUNY stiffened its entrance requirements for
¢ L N } : . 3 S
senior colleges”in~l%767-theré was a dramatic incfeasewin;the
importance of the SEEK program in assuring ah equitable:ﬁinoritg _

o distribution. As Table 5 shows, without SEEK genior college 5

’u

minority representatlon in the 1980 freshman class wasﬁgnly 58
A . o

e
- distributed: in Ewo— and four—year colleges; Thls'minOrlty
.~ underrepresentation was greater than at any time since opén °
- , . R -
admissiohs began in i97e; Yet; with SEEK students included, the

el
31

' urepresentat1on of minorities senior colleges was not much less ,

‘than it had been in 1975. In this respect then, SEEK has assumed

. ST -
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a renewed importance in creating a more équal distribuFion of
minorities across CUNY's two tiers of colleges: . |
- . ' . —- . r

— et - - . - v - - o - o - o
Demographic Variables: Gender, Age, Marital Status and Child

: L . : —_— .
;Su' ort ‘ . ‘ o . .

o ' The majority of~1980 CUNY entrants Were female (Table 6).
' Special progran‘students were more likely to be women than;

regqlar admi551ons students- about two- thirds of the former were

£

women, compared with 57 percent of the 1atter.

i -

'
" TABLE 6
;L -~ .
, PERCENTAGE FEMALE BY ADM13§10NS s'rA'rtié -
4. T) Y -
Senior C°llég§é”, ﬁafiéﬁil Community Colleges ﬁationala
Regular ~ SEEK - Data **_Eﬂﬂéég SRR o4 Pt ~_Data -
57 64 53 's7 . 67 -

-

e Source Population data
,1»:»4 ‘77 i '

. For gsource of national daca, see Table 1.

Th1s disparity between regular and special programs appears
partly to be a consequence of gender differences among ethnic and
,racial groups in_ high school graduation rates. In 1980 about 55
percent of graduates from New York City's high schools ‘were
female (figures provided,by New York City Board of Eddcationll
To a considerable degree this was a result of the fact that the
! majority of high school students are Black and Hispanic and that



.

. , Lo ) . \\\t\-Jﬁ)
- :
among these groups,,males are more llkely to be high schoo

dropouts; Thus, even though SEEK and College Dlscovery increase

5

the probabllity bf college—q01ng among m1nor¢ty youth these

3

.

‘beneflts flow. mostly to females. 75 .

P . . . »”

s .- i S . ] : ,
Amonq regular students the prepanderancé:of females is due.

il

'partly to the dlfferentlal h1gh school graduatlon rates among .

m:nor*sy males and females 4For wh1tes, we speculate that a

different process is invoilved: among many white families

(especially the Irish and Italia?:‘who now account for the ;'
majority of white entrants to CUNY) limited financial resources

arp expended in sending males to more ﬁiesti&ious (and. expencsive)

=

co]]eqes {ﬁrh CUNY‘dézﬁce thelr educablons are. assumed to be ‘the -
t

basic, determinants <

families.

?

reassessment of what is meant by the "traditlonal" age for

beginning college (1;e; 17 Ar 18 years old} Ag Table 7 shohs,

-, : < ’

substantial proportions of CUNY studeénts were Tlder. .

-

/
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N . : . TABLE 7 R ,
>  f ’ : ' ; T -
, . AGE BY ‘ADMISSIONS STATUS '~ . 3 .
) N . ' R I RN .
: . SRR St or
: . % _ _Senior Xolleges: . .. Community Cehleges 4
Age .. - *. " Regular, SEEK: . National _ Regular  C,D,”  National .
25 or move -~ . 7 ©.9 SN 28 9. 3 :
20 - 24 -, ] 2 Cot17 < - 3B 2% - g8 * g®
19 . 12 22 S 14 14257 020
i? 18 or less ., 71 . 52 .. 83 _ 3 . 47 .. 69
: ‘ - 4‘ - . [ -
S\bﬂnrce' Sample data N o @ .
Source for nationnl data 1% showu 1n Table 1. Agé intérvai for ,nétionai
_datacAs 20-25, : .. : . : .
L : L R

/%ﬁpthc senior colleges about 70 percent of regular. students and

onty stightly more than half of SEEK entrants were eighteen 6r

.I, e o

5 léss. Relative to the national picture,; CUNY's één%gr college
students re an older group: 16 percent of regulars and 26 .
percent of SEEK;ent;ants were tWeA%y or older, compared Wiiﬁ_éniy
4 percent nationally. , C :

age are éctuélly a m1nor1ty- only a third were 18 years old or

) younqer$§mmared with almost 70 percent of enter1ng community
colleqe students natlonally. Close-~to. 30 pércent of the éﬁﬁf ’
".freshmpn Were over 25 years old, but nationally only 3 percent

wore Jn thlq age category.:. College Discovery students were ng;

K
. -




quite as old as regulars, but still, less than half were eighteen
~or younger. - i
;

‘Especially among the rasqular admissions students, “these
findings suggest a different process of college-going in CUNY's
two-year institutions: some high school graduates may enter the
{abdf market and o few years later, feeling disillusioned about
their futures, enter a community college in the hope tha% ths
will enhance their prospects: Others may wish to work in order
to save ﬁéuéj ﬁriéf to college entry. -

v §

The age composition of CUNY's freshmen holds important

implications fbf fiﬁéﬁéf&i aid eliqibility Eiitéiié; especially

. for the major source of a1d New York State's Tuition AssIstance

’

Proqram,(TAP). Older students are more often empio d full-time,
L 4

but they must eénroll as full=time students in order to be

: eiiqibie for aid. ihus, théy may find themselves 1n a b1nd°

thelr course loads, they w1ll losa. their ellglblllty for TAP. 1In
;
a forthcomlng report, we shall examine the pOSSlblllty that as a

resuit of such-pressures; their grades may suffer, leading to
dlscouragement ﬁnd a hlgher probability that they will drop out
of col]ege. Our data suggest that as presently constltuted TAP

eligibility regu]atnons are based upon assumptlons about the age.

and empioyment characteristics of the college-going populatlon

that are inappropriate £6r a substantial segment of the CUNY

o
=g



student body. These studonts might he\better served if the TAP

1]

program provided ellqiblllty for part timé sStudent«.

/ N
‘ )

are also more llkely;to be married than studénts at other public

colleges (Table 8).
TABLE 8
PERCENT MARRIED BY ADMISSPONS STATUS

—Senior Colleges © Community Colieges ¢

Regular SEEK - National® .  Regular - C.D. National?
N ) B 5 ] -
4 s 0.3 i6 Voo L3

Source: éampié ddtn‘
%%ource for national data is shown in Tablie 1.
) ’ N L
In CUNY's senior colleges'thé percentage of married students is

not high for either regulag\or SEEK students (4 5 percent), but

it is :still greater than is ‘the case. natlonally, where less than

1. percent of enter;ng freshmen were marrleaa In commun:ty

-colleges, a substantial minority, 16 percent, of regular

admission students were married, a figure five timés greater ‘than
. « o 77;”..77 ) L ~77 . _7'
the proportion of married studefits nationally' The proportion of

married College Disﬁéﬁery'stuaénts was about the same as that for'

communlty college students nationally.



=20=

It is likely that students wna'éré Supporting children face
additional burdens, bothvfinanciai and. of time, which may hinder.
- their ability to persist in-tollege. Few regular students in

senior colleges wére supportiﬁgtcﬁiidrén at the time of college '

entry.. _ T “ o
L . . [
. . 0! ' E
: L TapiE 9 e
7 . s ' ?\.‘ . . » o \\' h R
PR I - " PERCENT SUPPORTING CHILDREN e
BY ADMISSIONS STATUS Co ' <
v
Seniior Colléges 3 :
7 / Regular SEEK - Regular c.D.
: /. s . 3 ... e 2 15
. . ) ® :
° - : :
- —— S .
. Source: Sample data -
. - . N .
As Table 9 shows, only 5 percent wéng doing so. 'SEBK students
\ s i j 7 K ) - ' i
were more likely to be parents: more than 10 percent had
children. 1In the community dolleges the percentage of students
. R R R o o . o s . . o . .
. supporting children wag_higher than in .senicr colleges,
" especially among regular entrants, where one guarter had parental
réépénsibiiifies; The proportion of College ﬁiScovéry'étuéents.
L3 . -\
who had children was 15 percent.
. (-
In summary; CUNY's regular admissions students differ in
, important ways from the picture pxesented by national data. They

-

are from markedly poorer economic circumstances: They are much
) . - [ * e
more often from minbrity group origins, they are clder, married

," : 'A__-:. x 29 S ’ | = |
- % . ' R . : T
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and supporting Eﬁiiéféh; and they are: far more likelv to be .

. ' working either full or part-time:’ A recent study shows that
these economic and_family conditions; especially the need to

work; significantly delay students in completing their -degrees

(Kaufman, Murtha; and Warman, 1981). These factors are also
‘associated with a lower probability of persistence in college.
-

¢

CUNY's SEEK students face even greater hurdle than the
regular entrants. They arq'bveryheimingly from impoverished

minority groups families, with substantial proportions receiving
public assistance, and they are more likely tHan others to be

® supporting children, .hoygh-they aré not as likely-as regular
students .to be working. Nonetheless, stipends do not eliminate

the need to work: more ‘than half of the SEEK students report
‘part-time employment ! '

\ . . . )
The backgrnunds of College Discovery students also place |,
them at a disadvantage relative to their reguvlar admissions

e e--

codnterparts, but the differences between these two categories .

Dl ___ . @

are generally not as sharp or as consistent as in the senier .

colleges:«: . . . ) : )
EDUCATIONAL BACKGEOUND AND ASPIRATIONS |

]
i

Studentg' educational backgrounds may différ in a variéty of

: ' ways. First there are family cultural resources (such as ,.
. - o e A R S ) e e
;_garentak educational level) which can enhance the educational
r ‘ - R : ; 3{;
(S : ’ Tt . -




" students and natlonal data. ' '. :

22 -

. - - B 4 o
.achievemént of, the childrén. Théen there are actual Séhdd;
achievements, including both school gradee and the degreé of
o , e L ) - R ,
exposure to collége preparatory work. Both family educational °

$r0ntext and actual school éexpériences determine students'

academlc self concepts and asplratlons. We now examine.the

educational backgrounds of special program and réguiarzaémissions

-

students, and, where approprlate, note comparlsons between CUNY

I

»

Famlly Andtue;ghborhnodrEducatlonal Context -
- o

a

The. families and nelghborhoods in whlch\chlldren grow up can
have 1mportant effects on school achxevements, educational.
asplratlons; and expectations and knowledge 556§t_céiié§éi' One
important factor is parental educatibnai attainment. ?aféntél

"typically providé a cultural resource for chlldren._'Mcre

’

\i
educated parents presumably br1ng to famlly life a w1der range of

1nformat10n, 1nterests, and cogn1t1ve competencles that add te

' the skills that chlldren carry w1th them when they begln school

Better educated parents;also can provide thelr offsprlng W1th

substantial day-to-day advantages; for example, by providing help

with homework.

As Table 10 shows, the educational attainments of the

-

0
ot
9
I
ey

a

)

3
rh

'k'ﬁéiy lower than the
¢

2 - R el ol e .
parents of specxal program students a

parents of other students.

¥
W
I Sy e
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TABLE 10 = - Lo
PARENTAL EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY ‘
ADMISSIONS QTATUS‘ CUNY AND NATIONAL DATA
T . Senior Colleges Community Colleges -
Father's Education  Regular SEEK National Regular C.D. National
e ¥ o :
8th grade or: less 19% _ 35& o .a © 292 3?17 4
S "> 37 61 172% . Ser 65 . 241° A
Some high school 18 - 26 - 23 28 + i
JHiigh schodl grad. 27 2 31 7 20 23. . - 371
— . . N » ) P o * . - ; .
_Some college or more - 35 . 15 2% 7 19 2w
Mother's Educatiod - o v e
8th grade or less 192 292 ;,f'é 2% 0 3% o
T ©>37 0 >s58 0 13%% 0 3500 60 19%
Somé high school 18 . 29 o227 L .29 .
. [3 . . .- : " :
“High -school grad: 37 28 ° 50, 34 28 49
Some college or more ‘26 M 8% ¢ 16 12~ 250
Sourge: Sample Data for CUNY. For national data, source is as noted in Table
(‘ntegories are combtned for national data to achteve comp,arabﬂ:tty V:tth '
the CUNY data. C R ) i .
bNatiohal figures do not include the categories' : “ﬁ&éf secondary other < &3
than college"; spme graduate school". For this reason nationa’l figures total
less than 100% o R : : .
N ) ) R . Iy .o . x_;_f__; L,;; :' v
: - , A o . L : A . oA T
‘More than é"third of SEEK students' féthér‘é and close to a ,third
of their, mothers "évér went beyond elght grade. This was true .
R B - ‘ . . B - - — - | / °
* for less than 20 pércén’t of the p’arén'té of régular students.t L
: Co . " . . . ‘. ' } Lt o L
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Siitirﬁéréént of SEEK parents ﬁévéfééoﬁﬁiéfea high séﬁaéi; ).
gcﬁbaféd with sliéﬁt1? ﬁdré than a thira of reéular'pafeﬁfé; In -

' \
2t lower overall, the ‘gap between parents of College Dlscovery and

¢

regy]ar students is narrower than for the analogous categories in .

. senior colleges. Nonethelass, the College Discovery parénts had
-~ ¢

distinctly‘lowér educational attainments. - ’ ‘ g
. - - s
S : 0 . -

a

In light of. nation;l data it appears that even CUNY's
'reqular admlsslons students thically came from family .
backgrounds Wlth below average educatlonal attalnment’ ln "
four—year,colleges natlonally; only 17 percent of students' A
%atﬁérs had not graduated high schook’ while at CUNY ’7?§er5éﬁt
had ﬁoé ﬁé&é thi r:f : In community® colleges natxonally, only
about a duartef‘of students' fathers were-not-hxgh-school 3 _,?,
qraduates, whereas at CUNY thls was the case for 52 percent of
. requiar—adm;ss;ons freshmen. « In th;s.natlonal context CUNY's
spécial prc&iﬁm entrants seem partlcularly d1sadvantaged in terms

o 9'of paréntal educatlonal resourc

. 6Yerall, iUNY students are. espec1ally llkelyito represent

the first genera”" 'rgf their families to be attending college
(Table 11): : '

Lo . X
< - Ll




. - | TABLE 11 L

s _ PERCENTAGE OF FIRST-GENERATION
' | ., COLLEGE ATTENDERS® BY ADMISSIONS STATUS

= -/ B s ' ;
) ;: Senior éoiieg_s ;i‘l _7' Community Collegéé :
, : Régular SEEK. : 1_ gkegular E?BL,
’) c 59 .79 - S 74 | 82 &
: .t R o

P N ?

Pl

1 1l

er is a student whose

— ' .o
™ parents never attehded college.. - . RN
b e, ’ }; - .
Three- quarters or more of/spec1a1 program studenté and regular
. \\
cdﬁmunlty colleqe students were f1rst generatlon attender Even.

among senior colleqe reqular students, a majorlty, 59 percent;,'

“

"were the flrst generation in college. L hv o 0NN

f..-, . . .;,"

_é

‘il

- ..

P Y i
. colleqe paktly rondltlons expe&tatxons that coliege is a naturatl
v - \ . ‘
. € 8 ,
-~ i stade in the 11fe cﬁcle., To possess such an expectation -

“ 'undoubtedly enhances the fac111ty w1th whlch a stud;ht managéé"fhr-“

- v

the collegi a'é ttlng...W1th ‘the exceptlon of sen10r£college -
reqular students, half of whom had college-attendlng s1b11ngs,

. only a m1nor1ty of othérs had brothers or 7't€rs~w1th cellege

- >

N experie' e. Spec1a1 program students were worst off in thls

for Ly Jdne peroentfof those in SEEK" and thlrty-flve

. respec
percefit 4n College Dlsco5éry rea?rted haV1ng§31b11ngs_wlth a .~
.+ *college background (Tabie iZT—* o S > :
' ‘ d : S :

(2

7

Whéthen students have brothers or s1sters who are or were in

Sourde: Sample data I _ ( 3\\\
: A first=generation ét:\é\d - ~
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. B . . ‘; A 7
; ! TABLE 12 -
’ . . . l;(
5 ‘ )
» . PERCENTAGE (0} STUDENTS WITH o o
SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE BY ADMISSIONS STATUS C
. _.Senior Colleges . Community Colléged
- ’ -Regular SEER : Regular C.D. .
“ 50 © 41 42 35 -
v Y
Source: Simple data - . ~
m( L Havxng friends who gé to college undoubtedly provides an
P » J -~ ] .
additional contribution to éEﬁaéﬁEé' expectatloug that college is
* a natural stage in the 11fe cycle. -Across all admissions
c7tegor1e§; the great majority of skudents had friends attending
2 . e Se- = oo . P2 ‘ - /
otheér colleges (TablYe 13). =
) {TABLE 13 ,
[ -
B R NUMBER OF FRIENDS GOING TO )
' ’ OTHER COLLEW.'S BY, ADMISSIONS STATUS
é . . . ’ S 7”
‘ Senior Collgges __Communify Colleges
Number - g egular SEEK - Regular = - C.D,
- None 5% ST - 9% 18% A
lor2 N . R 16 14
3ofa 8. ' 9 12 1
. 5 or morp - 80 ’ S B ‘ 54 64
‘ o . 4 — ES
Source: Sampje data ) o , - b - A
% ; ‘ 3.5 ; P ' s .
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In Senior collégés réeqular éntrants were more likely than SEEK

'students to have many (five or more) friends going to colleage.

Community college entrants of either admissions istatus were less
likely to have friends in co}iege than their seniof college

peers: Moreover, the regular ‘entrants to community colleges were

1é§§“1iﬁéi§ than other students to have five or more i
college~going friends.- 1In éiiliikéiiﬁééa this is because. the

1 - ' ) }
S S S - R
two-year reqular stuvdents were; on averaqge; older than others:

Since a longer time had elapsed ‘between high ééﬁBéi-éﬁ& college,.,

those older students were léss likely to Wave acquaintancesein
c~llege. ° . :

o . . '

Naving friends.who énroll in the—same-callége one is.

o

attending probably facilitate initial adjustment. in the freshman
" year and provides a built-in support system that can reduce the
chances of dropping out. Table 14 shows that in senior colleges

regular students were considerablv more likel¥y than SEEK ctudents . -

“to have frierids who entered the same college with them.

B , .
) o -
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N
0

1

. . ' " TABLE 14

NUMBFR OF FRTENDS GOTNG TO -
STUDENT'S COLLEGE RY ADMISSIONS.- STATUS i F

7 a ; )
. : T . L w ]
_ . ' __.Senior Colleges oL !co@ghgity Colleg zee
Number Regular . SERK Regular - . C.D.
None - T2 42z ©49% - 45%
loer 2 26 28 -, T 24 S 28
3 or 4 : 120 e 13 10 1
L I . . oz : . *
5 or more - TR ¥ £ 17 7-
Source: Sample data ‘ S

) N ,
.

On]y ?7 percont haé'no friends on éntry, compared with 42 percent

in SEFK.® Close to a th1rd of requlars enterad W¥ith 5 or more

’

fr1ondq while loqq than 20 porcent of SFEK etudents entered with

such a "readv mﬁdo"'QOCJHl network: @ommunltv college -students

wnro loqq likelv to ontor accomp1n19d by’ frxendsr but there were

+ .
i

no Imporfant difforenceq in thxs/resp t'b tween requiar and

-

Colleqge Discovery studentsy
; .

40 qummari36; h1qh educatvonal attalnment of parents and
volloao qo1nq on théa. part of 51b11ngs and friends create a soc1al
chﬁtﬁkt thét.prhdispdééé é.Sfudént'to Stfbﬁqer ?ChiéVément in
ébhhoi, h:qh oducatlonal aqplratzonq and a successful acaﬁemic /
carcer in cn]]oqo. For the most def CUNY Etudenés are less L;?

7

likely . than students. elsowhero to have had the benefits of this
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sociat context: Speciaf ﬁfé&féﬁv§Eﬁééﬁ£§,é§§ééf'E6 have been
particularly aiééavantaqed in Eﬁééé ways.

I N
High School BRackground

Largely as a result.of the residential segregation of racial
ana athhic Ggroups in the city and of acaéemic performahée'in

G lom mentary and 1un10r hlqh school the academlc trajectorles of

most tudontq are a]roady set. by the . time they énteér hlqh schocl

- *
- -

An overview of CUNY students' high school backgrounds is
given bv Table 15 which. shows the average numbé; of college
prnpnrafory courses taken by rnqulnr and special program

students. Targe dlqpnrltlcq ox:qf in the extent of college.

. X , /-
propnration;, : : )
\ B >
: TABLE 15 v
\ 3 -
AVERAGE; NUMBFR OF COI LFGF ‘ -
\ PREPARATORY COURSES BY ADMISSIONS STATUS® -
g ~ N !
__ Senlor Colleges .
Regular . SEFK gul: _ D, -
2.9 9.8 ' 10.6  _ 9.0 -
[y 7 . - : 7 - 7 %
Source: Population data . T - .
llu lt\lﬂli)(::r of (‘OHI'HIQ‘% *-‘.h(wn are Baeed upon ihose
<ompletcd at the time . of app]icatjon to CITNY and thus
. ~do not neceqqari]y reflect a]l ¢§rk done in the senior .
"« 7 year of high qchool o , . , S
o o 38 B
- e i !./ ;
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The iéfdeéf occur in the senior colledés where. SEEK studénts
averaged 3 fewer colleqe pxeparatory courses than regular
-students. Thls }s a very large difference becau§e 1; méans that
SFEK students graduate high school with almost 1 year 1éss
academic preparation for colleége than régular studénts. In
COﬁhﬁﬁit% colleqes reqular students also had more. academic
préparation -than thosé in Collége DiScovéry, but the disparity is
smaller than in the four-year schools.

How these summary differences in preparation translate into
o : :

substantive course exposure is revealed dramatically by Tables 16

P

and 17 which show differznces between regular #nd special
e S TR :
admissions students in math and science preparation. - .
. TARLE 16
} ' @
HIGH SgHOOL'MATﬂEMATICS
PREPARATION™ BY ADMISSIONS STATUS ,
7,SeniorACUllqggsﬁ Community,Ccllgges
Regdiar " SEEK . Regular C.D.
Did not complete 9th . 8%z 43% 21% . 52%
year Math o ' . e
Completed 9th yeéar Math i 18 5 . 3% ‘ 38
(:nmiﬂ'ie’t.éd 10th year Math ) 21 ) 13 20 P -7
Completed 11th year Math ' &3 9 25 "3
"or Intermediate Algebra- s ' b
Source: '”nmpie datn f T ) -
v - : =
IThere Are three reasons why students do not complete mo;eiggwggged math
courses: (1) By virtue of high scbcpl*tgggkig}aggggngighey are not exposed to -

a course? (2) they took the coufse but ‘did not pass it; (3) they did not elect
'certain courses. ) : 39 _




~ " TABLE 17 o
____ . HIGH SCHOOL SCIENCE .
PREPARATION, BY ADMISSIONS STATUS

s

Senior Colléges _ Community Colle gés
7 7 Regular . SEEX Regular _ €.D:
[ * ) _ . ’ .
Did not complete 3% 6% MV o%
Introductory science ’ - .
~ Comploted Introductory 21 .55 58 56
Science T ‘ - .
- Completed Riology 32 29 . . 27 30
Comploted Chemistry. |, 43 - o .12 s

Physics or both

Source:” Sample data
Therc are threé reasons why students do not complete aﬁgiveﬁrlevel of

- sclence: (1) By virtue of high school track placement they are not exposed to.
a cotirse;. (2) They took the course but did not pass it; (3) they did not elect
certain courses.

N

In qonlnr ‘colleges 43 percent of SEEK students graduated hIgh

schonl without even completing 9th grade math, compared with -but
8 obiébht of %Eé'féﬁﬁléf; Among the latter, 53 5éféeﬁ£

vomp]nfod 1ith. ynar math or Intermedxate‘ﬂlqebra, but only 9

—

4 -

percent of SEFK qtudpntq d1d SO,

Communxty college studente typlcally were more poorly~
prepared lnxmath than senior college students; but College
Dnscovery studeénts had even;lééé exposure to math than their
rbquiar:aémissions peers. over half the C. D. students did'hoﬁ\'
compléte 9th ye&f.matﬁ; compared with a fifth of regulars. Teﬁtﬁ

.

8




a9

)

ind 11th year math was completed by 45 per cent of regulars but by

'only’lo percent of the;specxal stadents;

- . . ) - - -
. . . .

. There are sharp differences between regular and SEEK
qtudents in science preparatlon (Table 17) Forty-three perce nt: j

r

'of regulars completed\chemlstry, phy51cs, or both compared with |

only 10 percent of SEEK students. Though communxty?college

students entered with less sclence preparatlon than their fellow

sfudents in senior colleqes, there were Stlll dlfferences between

redqular and College Dlscovery-students. Only 5 percent of the
. At - . A

. latter had compietegachemistry; physics or both== twelve percent

7 o ,

of regulars ha@ done. so. _ ” B

- reg _35_\ e. 5 _ | |
"

© These di fferences between reqular and spec1al admlsslons

.skudents are undoubtedly the result of the dlfferent high school

7/
k%racks into which they are piaced. Specxai program students, -

partlcu%?zly those -in SEFK, are more likelv to graduate from >

non-academic programs (or from diluted academlc tracks).

i
° . P B -
R o - B a

The éisparitiesfin écademic preparation between régﬁlér and

L 4 :
of the need for remedlal serv1ces at CUNY They suggest that
def1c1ences 1n academic ‘skills result from lack of exposure to

coiiege preparatory courses as well as from poor‘performance'in_

“'such courses. ” .




/ 3 -
. - 53._
Hnwnver, even In the coliege preparatory courees Wthh they
. ‘
d1d take, spec1a1 qtudent did less well. _As Table 18 shows,
» there are larqp dlfferences in college admissions aVéraié EéEﬁééhe
) h ‘réquiarnénd SEEK stpéenﬁs;~ of oouree; tHese differences: .are not
é ;gurpriéinq, Since this &verage is an 1mportant admeSIOn T
criterion E'gr; regular students, but is not used for SEEK
' studenos. 'ﬁhifé.hot gurprisiné, these éifrerenoes are
'nonetheieq 'amportant because they rmply substanflally different
prohabllltles of academlo succé%é in college- h1gh echooi average
is tho“qlnqle bost predlctor of college performance. )'*
TABLF. 18 b N s
COIIFPE ADMTSQIONS AVERACF B .
BY ADMISSIONS STATUS <. . -
' ~ sendor Colleges | " Community Collegies'
Admisstons Average . Regular, . . SEEK -Regular . °  C.D.
MissTRg | 4% 4% 19 | 3%
56369.9' L - 7'7,;.24.__ B t A .f 33
T S R TS 36
57990 18 2 . 22
) 50, of higlier < . 67"~ 8 . 10 ;,_ -2
. . ; R . “ ”
Sonrvc° Populntioh dnta _ 7 '_ o .; o
. Tho cn11;gc ndmissionq average iq tomputed oﬁly for those courses deemed
as ro]]cnc preparatory, by the. Univerqity (e.g., anlish, social studies,
. foreign 1nngnngc. science, and mathematics). ' o
. . .aih'éo munity aa%iégéé thore are also differences ig’coiiege

admissiohs average between regular and College Discovery

rd
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students. The lattér are more llkely to have very low (50- 69 9)

[N

averages, and the former are mqre llkely to have averages of 80
or higher.. But-the gap between the two groups of students is

nérréﬁer than in the senior colleq Thus, one would not expect—

dlfferences in. college performance to be as. large among the two

communlty—college,groups ‘as among regulér and SEEK students in

the four-year schools. - Yy
- e : g ; v
.CUNY's Freshman Skiiis Assessment program helps to saaaafiéé

the gap in. academlc preparatlon separating- regulax and specxai

<3

proqram students. ~

¢

. ' ' “ Tﬂﬁtﬁ'iq -
) PERCENT PASSING FRESHMAN SKTLLS ASSESSMENT
- - TESTS BY ADMIS‘:IONS STATUS' -
, ‘Senior“Colleges o ﬂﬁnﬁmunityﬂéailegesv
. ’ . . i _ ) e . ‘ ’ “”777‘777” o
N . Regular S7EK . Regular CD. .
-Passed Math N T 26 23 2
7 Test ) : . ‘ . ~ . :
Passed Reading =~ & 80 : 46 o 53 : 35
Test : . . R : o
\i : N ™~
Passed Writing 57 22 . 35 ) 22
Test - -

Source: Sample data

uAsliébie iélsnows, less than one. quarter of_ entering SEEK

students were able to pass the writing test. Similarly, on1§ 24

percent passed the math tedt. . These percentages stand in stark
.. von!rast to those for senlor—college reguiar students: .Eiose to‘

S {1ﬁ °



60 percent passed the writing test and more than 70 percent
passed the math assessment. Though College Discovery students

werq less well prepareawthén~the regilar entrants in communlty
% - _ -
colleges, the dlfference between these groups was far less

°

ali students entered w1th academlc deflclen01es. Clearlyf the -

burden of CUNY's remedlal effort falls most heav1ly on its

*

-
n

fwo—year Instltutlons.

' . .
- “ 4 -

auw .

-

primarily a result of tracklnq in hIgh schooi* The spec:ai

studnnts were more llkely to attend vocatldnal high schools, or
. ) .

AE they attended an academ1c‘school, it was more 11ke1y to be one'

-

of lesser qu uality. As a result, they took fewer college ‘.'1 ..... x

preparatory courses, having, for example, espec1ally weak
prébaratign in science and math. These gaps in exposure to
academic courses create serious additionél hanéicaps for thésé
students. Unless they ﬁave successful remedlal exper1ences at

CUNY, one would expect them to have the most severe dlfflcultles

in any colleqe course requ1r1ng even moderate quantltatlve skllls

A
(for example, in socxai sc1ence courses u51ng statlstlcal

JCIVRN

analyses); ~Moreover; concentratlons In sc1ence; math or
.- : B S e
technical areas would appear to be closed to them; thus

..:'? ' R R B . ” : ¢ :

.;éstrictind thnir,employmeﬁt options in th ose careers wh:ch

'y

cuxrently prov1de the hldher salaries (e q engineering, computér

v & I ’ Ca e o ~

o R . o
‘ oo i

~science, and the like).

dlamatlc than in ﬂﬁ”fsenlor colleqes. Substantlal proportlons of .

N
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* Educational Attitudes and Aspirations o - - —
N L - . ' =
SEEK students began colleqe w1th less confldence M their
- P - =
academic abilities than others (Teble,20). e T
~ . A N " i - - . ‘_ -
(T T R . 0~ .
/ o TABLE 20 , T
A - -+ __SELF RATING OF ACADEMIC
- : ABTLITY BY ADMISSIONS STATUS - ° o

Porcent who think that compared with ouher studengs -
nttending their college, they will be: C .

_Cotmunity Colleges

Senior Colleges '

Reguiar SEEK  °  Regular _ C.D.
.. ©  Among the brightest 33 7 8 ‘s
. Above average = - ¢ 44 - 23__ . 28, 22
. Avamge 45 ) 66 61 - 68 -
X Wow a%é - ) 1 '{ ! 4 - ‘ 3 L e 2 -
\ ~ . g — — 77:: "7-' L j,,\ :
Eource. Sample data _ oo ) P TN
- . . ] h . .
! . ) 7‘ - “
“*  Only 30 percent thought they were above average in abxllty,
compared Wlth 55 percent of reqular students. Colleqe Bxscovery ,L;
Etﬁaénté had less academlc confldence than other coMmunity : .
. : _ » & -'°_ _ .
coxiege stnoents. ‘ - | o x ;; - : L

.

Consxstontmthh tﬁeJr lownr geif estimates. of ablllty, SEEK . :

students were far more -likely than other senior-college students-

Y




>

'~ Source: Sample data . .

9

&6 think they would need help (remediation) in the

basic’ sk111s

-

areas of wrltlng, reading,,and math (Table 21); ' o ;
L 1 ) .
.~ TABLE 21+ . ¢ : !
t- . _ ' . T
B P . PERCENT FEELING A NEED =~ - N
. ~ FOR EXTRA HELP IN BASIQ'SKILLS AREAS
c ° : 4
o 7 ___ Senior Colleges s ,,tommunicy Collegdd
Skili Aréa : o iiéguiar -, “ SEEK Regular » SEEK
Writing _ 29, o s4- i Lo 52
.Reading Y ' 36 T3 .38
Matk . - 7. 32 67 - .56 - . 65
N . - — ° RN S . . C

4 . . . -
P i

EO; eia@pie, 67 percent relt they needed help 1n math, compared

s

. with only 32 percent of reguiar—admxss:ons stndents. In

 tests. For examplei among those SFEK students who passe d the

Ie

‘ rommunlty colleqes College D1scovery students were’ aiso more

llkely to feel they needed help than regular students, but

o
dlfferences were narrower thaQ in the senxor;colleges.
N ' S : 4

' Special. program students were move likely to think ‘they

needed memedlatlon, even if’ they passed the1r SklllS assfssment

E)

2.

math'test over a third nevertheless felt they needed help.

Among reqular students who passed this test, only 8 percent

"iii feit they nPeded help. Such flndlngs suggest that ‘academic

5/‘

‘'self images are in part determxned by prlor educatlonal A




nl . - - . . : - 38- - ) © : : -

P : -
ékﬁer1ences, and that the influence of these experiences IS in
Y : . R
part 1mpervious to objectlve‘;ducatlonal performance. _ : P
] “.' . ‘ * o
- | . S _ r o T .

'Gi§én their very loW—econoﬁié status, their prior

’uEatlonal d1sadvantagés, and tﬁe relatlvely low estlmates of o
Eﬁéir academlc potentlal, specxal program students entered CUNY
with sﬁrprlslngly high educatxonal asplratlons. As Table 22 -
shows, about half of SEEK students entered college asparlng to a -
postbaccalaureate degree-—almost as high.as the proportlon of
, . regular students. . _} '
ﬁ; ™ . \:"_ ‘777:'7 .\ :’) ;
- . c . EFABLE\A“ 7 | )
’ - \\\ ’ . . -
' ' ' DFFRFF ASPIRATlONSfOEwBFuULAR'AND SPEGIﬁL ) -
PROGRAM QTUDENTS COMPARFD : WITH NATIONAL DATA : :
- , , | : \ o '2 ' y -
3 . :. - ;7 o \ . S
ﬂighesr Qenlor Colleges National Gommnnity Collgges “National
Degree Wanted Regular SEEK —Data - . \Regular‘ C D. Data .
H \ - .
None o 1% 1z 1z \- 2% 3% 42
) o . - o pd o [ S- - B
Associate 1 "2, - 1 L 20 ©. 28 - 20
. Bachelor's 34 41 425 .38 33 43
: ° ) . . \,;” " o N
* Master's 37 34 - - 38 2{3 28 23
. P ofessional’® - 27° 21 16 - i1 9 9
, - ) S
Source: Sample data for CUNY. For national data §§aEéé is*as noted in
Table 1. - : T T : .=
A]J distributicns have been recalculated with responseg of "don t know" o

"otker" removed for CUNY data. For national data "other" has been

and
removed. National data do not contain a "don't knowi resﬁoﬁéé. SN
. . B
.. bIncludes Ph. D., Ed.D., M. D., D D. S., B.D. and the.like. A
[3 s F °
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<, - A A ’_3‘9\‘_ ° . o
r A s * i
. . ! . ' °
. - L - | { s .
"The majority of community colleqe entrants wanted to continue o

4.

”

,,,,,,, ~ B
the1r studles bgyond the associave. deqree. Abodt*?S percent_of L
4 - : -

,,,1,, .

regular and Coiiege\ﬁrscove ry students as: p1r d to a bacheler s o

N SN

\aeéféé or hi§hef; in\short, the uitxmate educattonai aspiratloid S

Il
3

by other students..L

; A}

Upon entrv. CUNY qushmen éhoweg consxﬂerable optlnlsm that:‘;

Ehey wouid.pe;s1st in thelf—colleglate stud;es. - over 90 per*ent

P

of éEFk'ané College Discdvéry students estimated that there was

little- or no chance that they would drop ot f the1r colleqe-- T

\ w

- _ . -

about the same‘percentage of req lar students wq§f 51m11ar1v ; ¢

R

Optlmlstlc (rable 23). JV

R o -
s f

s
* TABLE 23 ,
e C s A
PERGENT OF REGULAR AND SPECIAL ADMISSIONS STUDENTS® -~
WHO ESTIMATE A SYRONG CHANCE OR SOME CHANCE TRAT -
_THEY WILL: S . A

A : U . , : BN
. :
L. _ i 7 L , .
S .

“ .
o o . r -
&

. Senior Colleges Comimunity Colléges
(2N e B .

. . Regular * ! ‘SEEK Regular - €D
" Drop Out Lo % st 6% 4%

Permaﬂ"ently : @

'?‘

’ . . - -
Transfer Before . 47 } 37 o 39 T 31 .-~
Grad‘uatih?, 5 b _ .o =

-

sagfe¢5<?sam§1e;ggc@' . R
Though dropplng out of coLlege was seen as uniikeiy, q?ite a\él

“Few students con51dered transferrlng a p0551b1 1ty. ihdeed;» . 3‘

e . S SIS T e AT T et T T




almdst 50 percent of senior colleqe regular ‘students thought
there Was a "strong chance or "some" chance that they would
transfer to -another college before graduating. The proportion of .

SEEK studénts who thought they mlqht transfer was not this larqe,

but stfill, almost 40 percent thought they m1ght move. In the

. community colleQés somewhat smaller proportions thought they

midht transfer. Regular students Wwéré more llkelv than College‘

Dlscovery students to feel that transfer was a poss1b111ty.

i

CONCLUSION

o ) _ o R S o .
This analysis of CUNY entrants shows that the University
attracts a -highly diverse Student body; Relative to college

*students natlonal}y, CUNY freshwen are older, moré llkely to be:

“or

of m1nor1ty orlglns and to come from poverty backorounds.

’

;Specxal pﬁogram students appear to face espec1a11y d1ff1cult

- academic hurdiles as a result of their extremely dIsadvantaged

.educational backgrounds: Nonetheless; Ehe University éaﬁEiﬁﬁéé
to ‘enroll substantial proportions of students from more secure
eConomlc ané educational hackérounds; For ekaﬁpié,i51ﬁ6§E a
fifth of redular senior college students ‘come from families w‘th
Jncomes of $25 OOD.or hlqher, and almost 70 percent of sen1or o

] college freshmen enter w1th strong hlgh school records.; The'
P \\LUniversitYr.ih short, contains an unusual mix in its Studéent

. body: academicall?_and economically needy students attend side

by side with'far'more advantaéed ones. The impljcations of thg

'student mlx‘for subsequent academic careers w1ll be assessed in o 3
- . . > e : -

forthcomlng reports. o . . S
2 » ’ L e,
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,i.{10—1;]H5WOId are you? —_YEARS

2.[12]Your Sex: . .
10 Male
20Female. . .-

3.[13]Are you married?
10Yes
20No

)

4. [14] Do you have any children you are supporting?”

18Yes .
20No

5.115] Where do you expect to live thus fal!?
70 With parents

20 With other relatives
xa B With wite or husband )
:4 O With other students or friends

501 expectto live alone

t

6. [16)What is your best guess of the total income in
your household last year? Consider income
trom all sources before taxes. (check one)

1CJ 1.ess thar $4,000 -

2688 4,060-§ 7,499

308 7.500-$ 9.999

40 $10,000- $12,369 ,

'603$12,500- $15,999 Tl T e
60 $16,000-$19,999 ' T

70 $20,000 - $24,999 o -

' §01$25,000-$29.999 . .
- 90530,000 or-more - L g

( Please check ane answer only
for aII quesnons excepr where noted )

CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT SURVEY FORM ' I’

. AN .
/ A - of
R - ho i -/ /
. - 4 .
- . e .
A co 7

[y Ly

1 D Ohe 50 Five

20Two ~  60OSix
30Three *  * 708even
40Four 80 Eight or mor.

8. [ 18] Are you or youg family now receiving publlc

assistance (weltaie)?

1DYes . -
20No - -

w,ant to earn? (check one)

‘1ONone
20 Associate (A.A., AAs . A.S)

30 Bachelor's degree (B:A,BS;, etc) ‘

4 0 Master's degree (M A, M.S; etc.)

5DPhD Ed.D; M.D., D.D:S., LL.B: (Law),
8:0: (Divinity), etc: -

Gﬁether _ ’ s

7 B bon't know o ’

A

10 How much educauon did your parents :
{or guarduans) have? = e

Father‘ ‘Mother
[20] . [21] _
10 10 Bthgradeorless .
20 .28 Somehighschool
30 30 - High school g‘réduat
40 40 SomeCollege -

50 50 College graduato

.60 . 60 _Pos!graduatedeg’re’




~

11. [22] Wnlch of the following best describes your |ob

AN

situation for.this tall?
101 havea part-tlme ]ob

2Dlhaveafull-tlmeiob T

30 I'm lookin Ftor a pan;tLrne job
40 'm looking for a full-time job

, 501 don 1 plan to be working

best describes you?
1 O Hispanic or Latin - ;

201 Black (non-Hlspanlc)

30 White (non-Hispanic) s

4 =3 American Indian
50 Asmn or Pacitic'lslander

1 3 [24-25] From whit country or part of the world did

_orwales - .
130 Germany
140 Greece ’
» 150 1Ireland
160 Italy
17 C1Poland
18 0 Russia. . 7
1200 Other European (specnty) 7
: ] P
. ZODOther oountrythan /
above: - S
" 2100Bontknow . : //
14. Current religious prefererice: YA
(check one in each column) Va
" Yours Father's Mother's /
‘[26] . l27) [28] iy
10 10 i0O Catholic
20 20 20 Protestant
3o .30 - .80 Jewish._
40 *40 40 No prefersnce
50 50 . 50 . Other(please /-
: ' spacity): —
/o

Dtamp i~

you or your family originally come? (If from

more thar one place, please checkthe oneto

. whichyoufeelclosesty
10 Atrica ‘ )
20 China

30 Other Asian (.,pecﬂy)

' “aTColombia |

50 Cuba
6 &1 Bominican Ftepubluc
7 €1 Ecuador
8 J Haiti
50 Jamanca o
100 Puerto Rico.

110 Other Caribbean or

' tatin Amerlcan (specnfy}

i2 B England; Scotland; _ -

15. [29) Which one ot the to!lownn{ bast describes your

40| bartlcipated very rarely or not at aII
16 [30] What kind of diploma did you earn?

1 D High school dlploma
. 20 High school equwalency (GED) y
3 0 No diploma earned yet (IF NOT EARNED Y

17 [31- ’-’2] In what year dld '/ou get this diplon(

101 partnmpated a lot .
20| participated to. Sorne extent

participation in high schoo! extracurricular

activities (such as dramatics; student

.government, clubs, sports etc. )?

30| participated a Iittle

-

G@ TO QUESTIGN 18)/ .zl /
Lo /:

13 [33] Ha?é you any hfo.hers or srsters h attended;

UY \

" 30 A private college_

college orwho are now attending?

7 DYQS — § . o

20No ) .
19.734] in thin ng about yourtgrtfrlereducatlon after
; high s€hool, . what kind of cojlege or school was'

youVﬂrchhoice? (check o Ae) i

10K 2 year collbge of the State Un!verslty of
/New York (SUNY), :

2_/D A 4 year college of th

New York (SUNY) ,

' srm’ Unli)érstty of

New Yok City
4T A private collegg'in New York State
5l A college outs/de New York State

~60A2yearcollgge of City Uniﬂy
,‘, of New Yor (CUN

=t 'Iiege of Crggﬂnivarsitz

an.y college
. y’ 20 A 2 year college of the State Unlverslty
ot New York (SUNY)

30A4 year college =/ the State Unlverslty

of New York (S{.NY)_
40A ptimtacollege in New: YorR Cit’
50A gnvate college in New York
\ 6C1A<col'2ge outside-New York State.

70 A 2 y¥ar ccllege o! Cify University
___of New York (CUN\’S

801 A 4 year college of City Umvarslty

- of New York (CUNY) -
\ QDAtechnlcat trade orotherspecialschool




. .
. .

21. ltyOu will notattend college, this fall, howimportant

was 2ach of the followingin allectmg your decision? °
- _Very Somewta' OfLiitisorfo .

. lmporlam ?mporllnl importance
[36]1could not ‘
... atfordcollege 10 20 3o
[37]1 decided | didnit _ o o
want to go J0 20 - 30O
[38]1 wanted to get L L
.___married _ 10 20°- - 30
[39]1 wanted to get ol o )
;- ajob 10 20 ; 30
[40] My parents didn't
want me to go 10 20 30
[41]V'm ‘ired of KRR :
o ‘school .10 20 .30
d [42) Atamify * ' -
'é’r’rié’rgéncy o . o
. cameup 710 20 30
' [43]1'was wornedthai .
college work o le
would be too , -
hard forme 10 / 20 30
_ [44] 1 have a health '
problem or L L .
' disability 1( 20 - 34
[45] | haven't ?
graduated high ./
school yet ’1 [S] 20 aaq
[46) Otherreason ‘10 20 30
v .

IF YOU ARE NOT ATTENDING COLLEGE THIS
FALL, YOUR» QUESTIONNAIRE IS NOW.

COMPLETED. PLEASE PUT IT iN THE RETURN -

ENVELOPE (NO POSTAGE NEEDED) AND MAIL
IT AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. ,

N v

- 22.[47-48, 49-50] From among the following; check the

two most important reasons.you

¢ ‘selected the particular coilege or
' school youare attending this fali:

1 D It has a reputatlon for academuc excellence

. 2D Itis less expensive . o

- . " 30Ottisnear my home

401 My friends are going there

50l wamed togooutoftown

6 & My parents wanted me to go there
. 70t has a program | wanted

20 Itoffered imaryclal aid -

. _n

90 It was the only place to accept me-... - e

100 Teacher or counselor suggested it

110 Students llke ‘mysett ¢ go there

120 Other: -

A

A

i

LA

~44~ 23. [51]How many lnends from high school or your -

neighborhood are going to this college
© with you?
10 None
2800neor Two :
~30Three or Four ° -
40Five or more ‘

24 [52] How many friends from high school or your
neighborhodd are going to some other college?

~ 10ONone : .
~200ne or Two R

.30Three or Four ) ,
‘40 Fiveormare A

25 [53-54] What would you say &re your two mJst

important reasons lor gomg to college?

~ . _ (checktwo)
10Tobe ableto geta better job

- 20 To prepare for graduate school

30 My parents wanted metogo —

.40 Nothing hetterto do rlghl now _

50 To gain a general education and appreclation .
Zolideas

6 To be able to contnbute more to

7 D To meet new and lnterestlﬁng people

80 Tobe able to make more money.
: 9Tl To learn more about things that interest me

26. Do you feel you need anytutoring orextrahelpinany
‘of the following areas?

: . Dont
Need Need ¢
Help Help
[55] Writing * 10 2C
[56] Reading 10 207
)157]Math o 10 -+ 20
\

27 [58] Do you thlnk graduatmg from this college witl
help you geta better job? :

10!'malmost certain it will help
20Itprobably willhelp
3CT'm not sure if it will help

40 It probably won't help
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28 How |mpc|rtant is éééﬁ of the following in helping you to pay for Cf)llvqe? i
. : of Major ~ OfMinor- . OfNo - -
e T -7 |_mporlancc importance . importance !
. {591N.Y. State Tuyition Assistance Program (TAP) . 10 . 20 | . 8g’- -
[60] Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) o .20 30 7
[61] Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) 1a 20 ' 3g
[62] Stipend from SEEK or College Discovery Program - 10 20 30
{63] Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) - St 10 20 30
[64] National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) " _ : 10 - 20- B =
{65] Employment dunr}gthe summer . 1a - .20 an -
{66] Personaf'savings / \p , 1g : 20 a
* [67]Emplovmerit during t sch'o’o‘ y’éfi'r : 10 _ 20 30 -
[68] Family supportor aid \_ : 1o 20 30 -
[69] Veteran's benefits from:your miiutary service a 20 30
[70] Employer contribution ‘ - . s ' 20 . . 30 .
< - . hE \N
29.[71]1n terms of ability; where do you think you will - - o
standiin comparison with other'students ' ' :
attendmg this college? ‘ 5 ) ‘ :
10 Among the brightest 7 N ' o o
201 Above average - v . =
30 Average - ; /\ ot
40 Belogdguerage LN = -
.50 Well below average o N 3 ,
T . S {
30. What is your best guess as to the chances that 'l :
you will: (check one in each row) .
‘ Strong Some _Littte _No . | ' : v
Chance Chance Chance Chance» , » .
{72] Drop out of this - : . ) c .
college e - :
- temporarily? 10 280 30 40 ¢
'[73] Crop out.of this =
college - : : ' ——
permanently? 10 20 30 40 a ' R
[74] Transfer to ; ' R ' . o
another college : o
before i - - Lo o= - : -
graduatmg? \ 10 20 30 40 . \ . . e

»

Below: pmasp make any nécessary corrections In nama, address or soclal securlty nismber shown on the Ilrsf pagc ]

the quastlonnalre

i 4

-

. Corrécjions;
o . - - - ) . 7 s .
NAME: S . : = s S : B
ADDRESS: S, L . .
} : ) -
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